
O_. A. NO 50/. 
Ha richandan & 0 rS. vrs. UQI and others. 

- 	ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL 

0RDg. DAT 15-2-2001. 

Leatfl1 counsel for the Petitioners 

Shri P.C.hapatra is absent.No request has also 

been made on his behalf seeking adjournment.As 

in this matter pleadings have been completed long 

ago, it is not possible to drag on the matter 

indefinitely.We have heard shri D.N.Mishra,learned 

standing Counsel appearing for the Respondents and 

have perused the records. 

The four applicants in this case have 

prayed for quashing the select list dated 24-9-1997 

at Annexure-.2 in which three persons to belonging 

to Scheduled Tribe and one oelonging to SchedUle 

Caste have been empabelled for promotion to the 

post of Chief cods Supervisor in the scale of 

Is. 2000-3200/- on the grounds u rg& by them in the 

Original Application. 

RespOndents have filed their Counter 

opposing the prayer of the ipplicantg, 

No rejoinder has been filed. 

For the rurpose of considering this 

petition, it is not necessary to go into too 

many facts of this case.The admitte:1 position 

\N is that four applicants belong to unreserved 

category and they were working as Chief 

Goods supervisor Grade II in the scale of 

Is.1600-2600/-.r filling up of the three posts 

of Chief Goods supervisor in the scale of Is. 2000-

3200/-, 9 persons irluding four applicants were 

called to a written test in notice dated 25. 2.97 

at Annexure-1.Apparently,written test was held on 

11-3-97 and supplementary written test was heJd 

OF THE REGISTRY 



Gt) 

NOTES OF THE REGISTRY 
	

ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL 

on 17_3_1997.Applicarlts have stated that they 

appeared at the written test on 11-3-1997. 

Apparently, there was a vivace on 25-8-97 

after which on 299-9,11--hree persons have been 

ernpanelled for promOtion to the post of chief 

Goods supervisor in the scale of .2000-3200/-

and the applicants name did not find place in 

the said select list. 

6. 	The grievanCe of the applicants is 

that all three empanelled candidates belong to 

reserved categoryOfjhem belonging to ST 	• 
#. 

and one belonging to SC).ApplicfltS have stated 

that there are six posts of Chief Goods uervisor 

in the prGmotional scale of which 3 had already 

been filled up ; one by a general candidate; one 

by ST and one by sc carididites.It is submitted 

thathQ- out of the three posts already filled 

up only one is filled up by a general candidate and 

two are filled up by reserved categOry.App1iCaflt5  

grievance is that if the present three empanelled 

candidates are promoted then out of the sixiposts 

5 posts will be filled up by SC and ST category 

people and this will far exceed the maxirrm limit 

of reservation upto 50%.Respondents have pointed 

out that three candidates empaneiled in the order 

at innexure-2 belong to reserved category as noted 

earlier but they have come through a reilar 

selection test competing with the general 

candidates and have been jcclUded in the panel o 

merit. They have not been included in the panel 

on the oasis of their reserved status Und therefore, 

their appointment to the promotional post can not 

be shown against as a candidate belonging to reserved 
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category and 	 to hse 

three persons, the principle of reservation gets 

limi ted to 50% of the total nuaier of posts does 

not get viO1ated.It is well settled that if a 
ij 

sc/ST competes alonith general candidate and gets 

selected on merit then his appointment can not be 

treated aqaint the reserved quota even when in the 

concerne appointment reservation qpota is there. 

In vi eV.z Of  thi -s the contention that by emninj 

he hre cndicites at A1mecure2, ReSpOfldet 

exceed 	thelimit of reserv&1ou itiOti 1 

to be without 	t iirc 5. rejected.Moreover 

the petitioners have not impleaded the selected 

candIdates as Ops to this C.. ev 	though they have 

enclosed the order empanelling them at Annexure-2, 

prayer of the applicant for quasil.ing the select 

list is also not maintainable, 

7. 	In viefq of our aiOve dlsCu5SionS we hold 

that the Aiplicatior. is without any merit and the 

40. 	 same is rej  ected but wIthout any Order as to costs, 

G. NARASIMHAM 
M V,13 ER (JUDI CI AL) VICE_C(\1 0 

 


